D
uring the 1950s, US economic productivity was high. The country had just emerged victorious from a major World War, and consumer spending increased rapidly on an expanding array of new technologies. Mass production and new forms of centralized mass media-particularly the television-contributed to the rise of consumer culture and a more pronounced social uniformity, as consumers across the US were more and more purchasing the same items and consuming the same entertainment. These same factors, however, also contributed to the disaffection of the generation that had seen North America through its worst period of economic and political turmoil in modern history. The swift expansion of economic well-being and the attendant social and cultural impetus to consume that swept over US society rang hollow with many who had lost fathers, brothers, friends, and colleagues in the war. The juxtaposition of capitalist excesses with the horrors of warfare and the trauma and grief of loss experienced by many was jarring. Disillusionment bred feelings of frustration and apathy towards the agencies of state control whose responsibility the war had been in the first place, as well as a sense of isolation and alienation from a society increasingly caught up in consumerism. For these individuals, the trauma of war was rendered incommunicable in the frenzy of consumption.
In this milieu of incommunicability Ian Hamilton, the (controversial) biographer of Jerome David Salinger, found "someone I could really talk to" in Holden Caulfield (5). Hamilton's comment captures, perhaps, the essence of Salinger's The Catcher in the Rye: in a period of increasing individualism, in which the trauma of war and the US's shifting social, cultural, and political landscape left many feeling abandoned or betrayed by their country, Holden Caulfield's "bid for our allegiance, his condition of loneliness" (Howe 82) appealed to like-minded young people who found in Salinger's protagonist a voice of dissent. For many, Holden Caulfield encapsulated the sheer frustration of a society that had been irrevocably altered in the wake of war. Holden's longing for something beyond superficial social inclusion, for an authentic and intimate communication with another, mirrored the predicaments of contemporary youth-a generation of silenced and oppressed individuals with whom contemporary ideals and ideologies had failed to connect.
Salinger's The Catcher in the Rye constructs social isolation as a problem of communication-and as a problem of language-which fails Holden Caulfield in his attempts to connect with others. Holden's anxious reliance on certain forms of communication, and his desire to speak out and to be heard (or to be read), is coupled simultaneously with a fear of mass communication and associated technologies. Language as a means of making the self communicable is made unstable in Salinger's fictional world, specifically through Holden's use of the confessional form and the term "phony."
Holden's use of "phony"-more than any other of his colloquial expressions in the narrative-seems to hold great importance in terms of how he views the world around him. Holden does not properly define his use of the word, but Peter Tamony's essay, "The Origin of 'Phony,'" suggests that the word is derived from the use of telephones to "lure victims to false appointments in order that a criminal operation might be carried out" (108). This is, of course, highly ironic considering Holden's obsessive reliance on telephones, telephone booths, and contacting people-particularly in his would-be dalliance with Faith, a reputed girl-about-town. While Holden is quite clearly incapable of engaging in any activity beyond talking and writing-let alone criminal activity-his narrative nevertheless betrays a dubious reliance on methods of subterfuge and deception when he tells us that he "should have given her [Faith] a phony name, but [he] didn't think of it" (Salinger 58) . It is also quite appropriate that, given Holden's tendency to arrange false appointments throughout the text, Tamony's definition only goes so far in categorizing the "phony" and how it might relate to Holden, showing that even from his own confessional, self-styled narration, Holden's readers are not quite capable of thoroughly comprehending the extent of what he means by the term.
Holden distinguishes phoniness from lying; he views the latter as a means of self-preservation, as opposed to an adopted practice (Madinaveitia 18) . For Holden, lying is a necessity and not a choice. But it also seems that "phonies" are people who, quite simply, use the phone-people who rely on forms of mass communication, which Holden believes destroys the intimacy of human relations. (Holden's disdain for movies and comic books also illustrates this.) Holden's sister Phoebe is virtually the only person Holden does not consider to be "phony." It might simply be the case that a "phony" is anyone who is not Holden Caulfield, himself, or-by extension-his sister, with whom he maintains his closest relationship in the novel. The "phoniness" he critiques is a trait exhibited by characters in the novel who communicate blithely-without sincerity, intention, or without even being thoroughly engaging (such as Stradlater, the school principal, and the prep-school jerks, for instance 1 ). For Holden, speaking and writing are revered acts of self-expression. His aggression towards "phoniness" may, in fact, be a disdain for those who refuse to treat language with the same respect that he does.
Holden's mode of communication is primarily the written word. His interior monologue is scripted: he writes-or thinks about writing-all kinds of letters, notes, and telegrams, 2 and he reports in written form the many telephone conversations (or spoken exchanges) he has had. By filtering Holden's interactive experiences back through his own self-styled narrative form, Salinger makes it, as Ian Hamilton explains, "seem that the I-figure is in control of what is happening to him" (70), thus seemingly imbuing Holden with full independence of narration; however, Holden's narrative independence only goes so far: while purporting to be upfront with his readership-his implied audience-Holden only relays certain information to us regarding his current state through the communiqués of others. The authority of his own narration-his autonomous ability to accurately convey to his readership information about himself-is adulterated by his incessant need to incorporate other characters' points of view. In spite of his confessional, homodiegetic narration, Holden is often unable to speak directly for himself and must use the other characters (and the means by which they communicate with Holden) as a way of imparting information to the reader.
The novel opens with Holden's impending dismissal from his school, Pencey Preparatory. Holden almost glibly glosses over this fact (in spite of it being a rather upsetting change for the life of the young schoolboy) and quickly relates that the only reason he mentioned it in the first place was because of a note that he has received from his old history teacher, Mr. Spencer. Holden explains that "[Old Spencer] wrote me this note saying he wanted to see me before I went home. He knew I wasn't coming back to Pencey. I forgot to tell you about that" (Salinger 3) . It is only because of "Old Spencer's" letter to Holden that Holden decides to mention his expulsion to his implied reader at all. Holden also claims that he has not informed his parents of his expulsion because he will "probably see them Wednesday night when [he gets] home" (8) . Not only does he decline to contact his parents about this momentous change, but Holden makes it clear that he is reliant on a letter from his headmaster, "Old Thurmer," to convey the news to his parents, instead, as he "didn't want to go home or anything 'til they got it and thoroughly digested it all" (45). As readers, we are only informed of pertinent details to Holden's story through the repeated incorporation of letters and telegrams written by other characters into his own narration. Holden does not feel compelled to communicate openly with his readers-"I'm not going to tell you my whole goddam autobiography or anything" (1), he says-and it is clear that he is using the process of writing as a means through which to establish trust between himself and his implied readers. For this reason, Catharine Madinaveitia's assumption that "literature and the arts are a means of escape for Holden, used when life is too much to bear" (81) fails to entirely capture the extent to which Holden utilizes the novels, poetry and letters of others-not only as retreats from reality, but as more sophisticated linguistic vehicles through which his own poorly-expressed feelings of isolation and loneliness are communicated. 3 Aside from his obsessive need to write, Holden is also a compulsive telephone user; he is constantly calling people to arrange meetings or dates.
4 Most significant, however, is his tendency to judge other characters based on their (lack of) responsiveness to his calls. Holden feels validated by a successfully placed phone call, which, the narrative makes clear, affords him the opportunity to speak directly to another person-and, more importantly, to be heard by them in turn. Equally, he is often left in despair when the calls he places go unanswered. When Holden decides to contact his old friend Sally Hayes, whom he labels with the moniker "Queen of the Phonies" (Salinger 105), he does so without warning to the reader. As a character in Holden's narrative, Sally is a cipher for Holden's frustration with women specifically and his contemporaries in general. Communication with her is a disposable necessity. Holden needs someone to talk to, and "[he] knew she was at home because [he'd] had a letter from her a couple of weeks ago" (95). Again, Holden allows the written narrative of another character (Sally's letter) to motivate the course of his own action within his text. In a sense, Holden could be said to be the editor of the written texts of other characters in the novel (Spencer, Thurmer, Phoebe-he even writes Stradlater's homework for him); his narrative is a compilation of others' narratives around which the novel as a whole is structured. Indeed, Holden spends a considerable amount of time reacting to, being propelled by, or relaying the texts/narratives of others-so much so that his own voice becomes somewhat distanced from the implied reader of his own narrative.
In attempting to communicate, Holden is also unwittingly communicating through and for a myriad of other characters, and thus removing the singularity of his own authorial licence. In spite of the sheer number of other peoples' written or spoken words within his narrative, Holden explains that "the trouble was, though, my address book only had about three people in it" (19). When he arrives off the train from Pencey, he "couldn't think of anybody to call up" (53), and so ends up not calling anyone. Holden recognizes a great disjunction between the sheer volume of communiqués he handles throughout the novel and the disproportionate lack of genuine relationships in his life. He feels compelled to communicate with other characters (and to report on their communications with him), but it is clear that others do not reciprocate his need. "Nobody kept answering" (57), he says of his attempts to reconnect with other characters in the novel-his implied persistence a tragic metaphor for his own disconnection and social isolation. "People never give your message to anybody" (135), he claims, following yet another failed exchange with a nightclub waiter. Holden's self-loathing-at his inability to orchestrate meaningful social relations on his own terms-is projected on to the macrocosm of the mass media network, which, in Holden's eyes, monopolises communication, having recourse to vast means of connecting with people. (The great irony that is lost on Holden, though, is the very superficiality of this communicational discourse.)
In a society where, as Christopher Brookeman once said, "communication [has] become [a] full-time occupation" (69), Holden has been made redundant. Holden resists adulthood, for "to grow up is to grow phony" (Trowbridge 28) . Adulthood also means that he cannot communicate without consequence anymore. As an individual moves from adolescence to adulthood, linguistic signifiers align and meaning becomes fixed; language becomes less a part of shaping the individual and more about recording and conveying experience. Therefore, while Holden's use of rich colloquialisms allows him to use such terms as "it killed me" or "Old"-the meanings of which are nebulous and undefined for him in his youth-adult langue forces upon the young adult Holden strict parameters of meaning and signification. Holden, whose very language fails to accurately signify what he means, does not comply with the regulations of symbolic adulthood (fixed meaning), and he attempts to express his feelings of isolation in a linguistic system that is fluid, dynamic, and uncontrollable (Cowan 36) . For example, when Holden calls Ernie the piano player "corny," he explains that "I don't exactly know what I mean by that, but I mean it" . Holden has already admitted that he has a "lousy vocabulary" (8) , but his sheer inability to effectively articulate what it is he means to say betrays a crippling reliance on a mode of communication that is wholly unable to impress upon his listeners any accuracy of meaning. Holden uses the expression "Boy!" quite a lot-"partly because I act quite young for my age" (8)-but is angered by Mr. Spencer's use of it in relation to him. The words "hell," "mad-man," and "old" are also all variously appropriated by Holden to mean alternate things during different stages of the narrative: the term "old" may be one of endearment for those he likes, a marker of difference for those he does not, or simply a signifier of age. 5 The same word also carries oppositional meaning in different contexts, for meaning in Holden's discourse is never stable. When Holden tells us that "[Phoebe] killed Allie too", he must clarify immediately that "I mean he liked her, too" (61). Without this clarification, Holden's readers run the decided risk of taking him up in entirely the wrong manner.
Moreover, Holden's interaction with Mr. Antolini, who is a friend of Holden's parents, demonstrates Holden's inability to correctly use language to express himself. When, during the course of the novel, Holden takes shelter in Antolini's apartment, it becomes apparent that Salinger casts doubt upon the seeming wholesomeness of Antolini's affections for Holden. This scene is presented in highly ambiguous terms, and it is never made clear whether Antolini's affection portends sexual intentions. Holden himself acknowledges: "I mean how can you tell about that stuff for sure?" (175). But the ambiguity is of paramount importance: irrespective of Antolini's intentions, this scene illustrates the potential dangers of Holden's inability to accurately correlate signification and meaning in language. Either Antolini has nefarious designs on Holden (in which case Holden has failed to correctly appraise the significance of Antolini's actions and to recognize the danger he finds himself in); or, Antolini's regard for Holden's wellbeing is completely innocent but woefully misconstrued by/through Holden's narration. Regardless of which of the two scenarios is the "right" one, it is Holden's inaccurate control of language-his inability to communicate effectively-that renders Antolini guilty in the eyes of the implied reader. While Antolini may be perfectly innocent, the ambiguity of Holden's narration imbues his account of the older man with a tinge of suspicion and distrust. Furthermore, if it is the case that Antolini is entirely innocent of any nefarious intentions, then Holden's narration-through lack of clarity and inaccuracy of meaning-condemns in the eyes of the reader the one character throughout the novel who may, in fact, have genuinely reached out to Holden with the desire to help him. Nowhere else in the novel is Holden's failing as a narrator more evident; he is unable to correlate thought and intended action, and it is his inability to align linguistic signifiers (what Antolini says) with accurate and intended meaning (what Antolini does) that demonstrates particularly well his failure to communicate.
While Holden seeks out genuine, meaningful relationships with other characters, the failure of his language to accurately signify what he means (as well as his collusion with Sally Hayes and other such "phonies") thus makes him "a product of the world he seeks to shun" (Donnelly 35) , a world that is characterized by the growing influence of mass media and its corruption of genuine, intimate interpersonal relationships. Holden denounces Hollywood as "phony" precisely for the artifice and simulation it breeds among its consumers-"The goddam movies. They can ruin you" (Salinger 93)-but also because Hollywood is most emblematic of Holden's frustration with modes of mass communication and the destruction of genuine relationships. That Holden elects to address the individual "You" in his confessional-style writing suggests a disdain of sorts for the general, anonymous address adopted by mainstream mass culture (and Hollywood)-that which is marketed and appeals to everyone and to no-one in particular.
Holden's initial frustration with the disingenuousness of mass media is directed, initially, at the advertisement campaign Pencey Preparatory uses to attract new students:
You've probably seen the ads, anyway. They advertise in about a thousand magazines, always showing some hot-shot guy on a horse jumping over a fence. . . . And underneath the guy on the horse's picture, it always says: "Since 1888 we have been molding boys into spending, clear-thinking young men." (Salinger, (1) (2) Here, Holden's anger at Pencey's "phoniness" is directed at the ways in which the school is marketed for the public. Holden's tone is disdainful at best, and his aggression is focused on the artificiality of the media's role in trying to convey a "real" sense of what Holden's individual school experience is like. Furthermore, Holden tells us that when he goes alone to the movies at Radio City, "it was probably the worst thing I could've done, but it was near and I couldn't think of anything else" (123); when travelling by train, he somewhat proudly reports, he can "usually even read one of those dumb stories in a magazine without puking" (47). Holden maintains a very deep suspicion of the various forms of mass communication described in the text (cinema, magazines): he claims to hate the movies, and yet he frequently imitates them, 6 and feels the necessity to apologize to his readers for his hypocrisy in visiting the movie-house.
Throughout the novel, Holden seems to imply that communication infrastructure and mass media are epidemics that are tied particularly to urban environments. Nigel Tookey's assertion that "All [Holden's] worst moments occur because of the city" (11) is not entirely accurate, but it does capture to some degree Holden's frustration: while the means of communication in vastly populated urban zones might be plentiful, the object of these very communications becomes less clear (Levine 95). Holden is obsessed not only by the vastness of communication networks in urban environments but with what he perceives as the "phoniness" of these networks. He cannot comprehend how so many people, engaging in so many different forms of communication with one another, can be saying anything of actual consequence to one another. He is further obsessed with the notion of the individual personality behind the vast public face of the communicational apparatus; he very much enjoys his own willingness to be viewed as an individual (Crane and Walker 24) . But Holden's desire for meaningful, intimate communication with others is presented in the text, firstly, as unrealistic, and secondly, as something that is undermined by his own troubled mental state and his relationship to the means of communication-for the precise interpersonal interaction he craves will always be mediated, the text implies, by the tools of mass communication (23). Holden's narrative enacts what Arthur Mizener describes as the "tension . . . between our passion to understand and evaluate our experience for ourselves, and our need to belong to a community that is unusually energetic in imposing its understanding and values on its individual members" (35). Holden is driven to communicate with those around him, but is simultaneously held back by his refusal to annihilate his own prized sense of individuality-which he feels will be adulterated through engagement with the technologies of mass communication. But the communication industry itself also poses for Holden an obstacle to communicating with others. Robert P. Moore's assumption that "Holden's world is a world of people. . . . He himself is never alone" (159) fails to acknowledge that, while Holden may be in an urban environment at the dawn of North America's communication infrastructure age, Holden's desired world is a world of people, people without such infrastructural technologies.
Holden is alone. He "idealizes all things private" and he seems most comfortable talking to a single subject listener/reader (Tolchin 37) . While desirous of human contact and genuine interpersonal relationships, his loneliness becomes self-propagating. In most cases, he either shies away from contacting people, or irrevocably hurts his relationships when he does (Crane and Walker 22) . According to the sociologists Roelof Hortulanus, Anja Machielse, and Ludwien Meeuwesen, social isolation and loneliness are seen as "the product of social forces that lie per definition outside the individual" (32). Loneliness, they imply, is not self-generated, but a state that is extraneous to the self, and therefore beyond emotional control. In Robert Weiss's view, people neglect loneliness because, as a society, they have "no theory with which to begin to cope with its manifestation" (9). Holden's behavior seems to bear these points out: throughout his narrative, he derides the stock responses made by people to one another and questions whether genuine communication with another human being is at all possible. Holden's narrative, then, may be read as a response to the desire for a theory of personal/social isolationism: he tries constantly to represent himself-to return the cause of his disconnection to the self, the "I"-and yet only succeeds in further isolating himself from the world around him and from his implied reader.
That Holden's sister Phoebe never finishes the book she starts to write, or that Holden "converses" with his dead brother Allie in a "oneway conversation which is all he seems to be able to manage" (Crane and Walker 22) , suggests that isolation and incommunicability plagues the Caulfield family (for the most part, all three extant Caulfield children are isolated from each other and their parents throughout the novel). That Holden relishes the pleasure of his own voice throughout his narrative, often shouting above others with whom he is trying to engage, may be suggestive of the fact that, in his own words, "I don't have any alternative or anything" (Salinger 9) . Without an alternate dialogue through which to communicate with others, Holden's narrative becomes a somewhat one-sided conversation with himself. Indeed, after successfully arranging a meeting with an old school acquaintance, Carl Luce, Holden says, after admonishment from Luce, that "I didn't say anything. I was sort of afraid he'd get up and leave on me if I didn't shut up" (131). Holden's failure to communicate and to relate to others is bleakly confirmed in this moment. By addressing his "ideal family of listeners" (an imagined group of people-including the implied reader-who listen to him), Holden's narrative becomes "a way of coping with his own imagined absence" from the world he occupies (Cowan 51). Holden's imperative to confess, to unburden himself of his thoughts, emotions, and feelings, now becomes tantamount to his own survival and self-signification.
Holden's narrative is comprised primarily of his own rapid stream of consciousness. This narrative technique requires a reader to listen perceptively and sympathetically to what it is that Holden is sayingfor it is, as Michael Cowan has observed-precisely the presence of an implied reader/listener that confirms for Holden his own existence (51). Holden needs to know that his narrative is being read; that his voice is being heard. Rather than conversing with Luce's psychoanalyst father, Holden addresses his implied readers. In Catharine Madinaveitia's reading, Holden speaks familiarly, as though he knows his readers, and expects them to take an active part in his life (14). In confessing, Holden seeks a new mode of communication-not solely as a means of expressing his prior lived experiences, but what Jo Gill describes as a "ritualized technique for producing truth" (4). Holden seeks to manufacture an existence for himself through the process of writing. Confession for Holden becomes the "ordered regime by which the self begins to conceive of itself as individual" (Gill 4)-as a communicable entity.
Holden's addressee, however, is an implied readership; there is nothing at all to guarantee for Holden our presence or our continued commitment as readers of his narrative. The addressee, "You," is as fictive as Holden himself. In constructing his personal narrative, Holden is retrospectively constructing a frame within which a conception of his own self is contained and around which the "reality" of his character is augmented. Holden's personal storytelling, in Danielle Roemer's terms, "can be said to function as a mode of separation" (5). In confessing, Holden is isolating his pen-self, his own construction of self within his narrative, from that entity who wields the pen (the "real" Holden Caulfield). Holden's dialogue is not extra-textual, and thus the impossibility of an implied reader to reply to Holden further makes the reader implicit in Holden's isolation from society. Just as, as Sarah Graham has observed, "the audience is a corrupting force that encourages Ernie [the piano player] to be 'phony'" (49), so too is the implied reader a corrupting influence in Holden's search for social signification. As with Ackley, Holden's schoolmate whom he disdains, "if you looked up from your book [when he entered the room] you were a goner" (Salinger 17) , so too will Holden be a "goner", a fictional non-entity, when he looks up from his own narrative to realize that his narrative is all that he has-when he realizes that no such "ideal family of listeners" is present.
In this way, Holden's confession is tantamount to self-annihilation; in writing one self (his literary self), Holden destroys another (his "real" self). He cannot "resist having a long conversation-albeit a one-way one" (Cowan 37 ) with his audience, and yet, in the societies of the modern communication age, no-one in particular is listening. Loneliness, in Hortulanus, Machielse, and Meeuvesen's view, is "the result of a discrepancy between the desired and the present relationship" (33) within one subject-entity's relation to another. But, if, as Melissa A. Goldwhaite suggests, the "relationship between confessor and confessant is mediated by desire" (55), then the confessor is always-already isolated from his/her confessant, in spite of the intimacy suggested by the act of confessing. By confessing to us, by engaging in the self-annihilating act of writing, Holden is already acknowledging that there is no-one else, thus making his rejection of Antolini's possible desire to help him all the more tragic. As Weiss states, "The hyper-alertness of the individual suffering from . . . emotional isolation produces an oversensitivity to minimal cues and a tendency to misinterpret or to exaggerate the hostile or affectionate intent of others" (21). The disparity between Holden's perception of the events in Antolini's apartment, and the minimal evidence provided against Antolini beyond Holden's ambiguous account of what happened, is somewhat suggestive of Holden's own reinforced sense of isolation, and his self-imposed loneliness. While it may be assumed that a confessional stream of consciousness will be truthful to its readers, the many discrepancies and slippages in Holden's account raises the question, Jeff Opland has asked, "Is [Holden] 'shooting the bull' with us too?" (21).
If Madinaveitia is correct in asserting that "Holden is essentially genuine" (80), his authenticity is that of the confidence artist, who "truly" confesses his dishonesty: as Holden explains, "I'm the most terrific liar you ever saw in your life" (Salinger 14) . He "shoots the crap" with Ernest Morrow's mother on the train from Pencey, introducing himself as "Rudolf Schmidt," and tells so many lies about her son that he has to start reading his train timetable "just to stop lying" (51). He devises elaborate cover stories for when he calls Jane Gallagher, just in case her mother answers, and even makes-believe that he has been shot. As one who fictionalizes all his encounters with adults (Rowe 85) , Holden is preoccupied with reality and representation. His fear of the industries of mass communication derives, in part, from that industry's distancing of reality from its remediated forms and representations (i.e. its disingenuousness). As Holden sees it, true human communication needs to be kept separate from the controlling influence of communication technologies. He desires a return to the "real," all while his readers (us) are increasingly troubled by his difficulty in discerning between reality and fantasy. Ian Hamilton's assertion that "Holden Caulfield knew the difference between the phony and the true" (5) is in this way misleading. As Holden states, "How would you know you weren't being a phony? The trouble is, you wouldn't" (Salinger 155) . Most importantly, this reveals that, while entertaining doubts as to the nature of his own perceptual abilities (e.g. in Antolini's apartment), Holden can no longer seem to accurately distinguish between the phony and the real in terms of human interaction-and in terms of his own behavior. Antolini's motives appear ambiguous precisely because Holden is unable to distinguish the "real" from the "fictional," and taking Hamilton's assertion at face value silences Holden, and effectively overlooks the potentially troubling state of his mental health-thus leaving him further isolated in his own mind. Similarly, Ihab Hassan's claim that Holden's lies are "harmless and gratuitous" is also distortive (149-50), in the sense that, if unchecked, Holden's conception of what is real and what is not, based on the accounts of events he relays, may further contribute to his already heightened state of isolation. Holden retreats to his imagination, as Nigel Tookey suggests, when things in the real world become too "real" for him (72). This habit suggests that, though language and reality may appear as, in Hassan's estimation, something "whole, holy, and perhaps as ineffable as silence" (6), the "reality" he elects to live within, and the language used to construct that "reality," is fictional, expressly separate, and isolated from reality.
In line with this, attempts to prohibit the study of The Catcher in the Rye in (particularly) US secondary schools play into discussions of the ways in which feelings of social isolation, and the attendant mental health effects of such isolation (as it is dealt with by Salinger) have been historically neglected in mainstream culture. There have been many reasons put forward for the suppression of The Catcher in the Rye in secondary school classrooms: some have attributed to the novel anti-American iconoclastic ideology (John Lennon's killer, Mark Chapman, was found clutching a copy of Catcher, for example 7 ); postwar political anxieties (Salinger has been mistaken for John F. Kennedy's press secretary, Pierre Salinger 8 ); and, as ever during the period when it was written, the pervasive threat of communism (with some even suggesting that Holden's red hunting cap marks him as the purveyor of a new communism).
It is, however, the efforts undertaken by conservative educators to explain away the many complex facets of Holden's character and his anti-nationalist, anti-social feelings of isolation that further poses a problem-and, ironically, dissuades young adult readers from engaging with the iconoclasm of the text. In examining certain study aids for secondary schoolchildren on The Catcher in the Rye, it is evident that (once again, particularly US) teachers try to encourage as little receptivity as possible by their pupils with the anti-nationalist counter-ideologies espoused in Holden's narrative: J. Opland notes that students ought to "be careful not to identify with Holden's opinions and reactions . . . however persuasive and beguiling a talker he may be" (13); Louisa Joyner insists that student readers must re-evaluate their responses to Holden's story (142); while Nigel Tookey is critical of Holden's tendency to be "very sarcastic about the school and its claims to 'mould' students into valuable members of society" (68). Indeed, Tookey goes so far as to deride the text's capacity to "give the feeling that it is someone actually talking" (81), which only serves to further underpin the fictionalization of Holden as a character, thereby distancing student-readers' relations from Holden's ideological position-and, thus, from his narrative. It is quite apparent that schoolchildren of Holden's age are not encouraged to relate to Holden's viewpoint, which thus continues to render his experiences (and the experiences of his contemporaries) incommunicable or in some way in need of "translation" for modern readers of his narrative.
Contrary to this, publishing history will attest to the fact that Holden's narrative was-and has been for several generations-a countercultural mainstay. Holden speaks to the realities of social and personal isolation, and to the loneliness of the individual lost within society. This is evident when he is asked by Jane who he is out late at night with: Holden responds "Nobody. Me, myself and I" (Salinger 137) . In an image of stark isolation, he stands alone in a phone booth, "holding onto the phone, sort of, so [he] wouldn't pass out" (137). Holden relies desperately on human interaction, so much so that he undertakes a self-destructive quest in pursuit of it. His fear of mass communication, and ultimately his forced engagement with it, reveals a deep desire to be heard and to be socially validated. His inability to recognize the instability of his own language further estranges him from those around him, and his predisposition towards falsities and the fantasy realm of language use resigns him to a solitary existence. However, perhaps the greatest message to come from Holden's narrative is that Salinger, in his personal refusal to comment on the significance of his novel, attempts to communicate what Dennis O'Connor describes as "not information but the ability to see" (189). By forcing the reader to view the world through Holden's eyes, Salinger's text becomes a platform for each individual to acknowledge the threat of social isolation, and the loss of the individual entity within a society that, as a whole, concerns itself with the collective. Salinger's infamous silence, then, is-as Denis Jonnes frames it-"a silence which continues to speak of precisely what it cannot say" (97)-the incommunicability of loneliness in a society that refuses to recognize it.
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